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Abstract 
 
Intimate partner violence(IPV) has been associated with both physical and psychological trauma 
in both men and women. Women appear particularly vulnerable to these negative effects, 
whether they are the victims of IPV or the assailants. However, existing interventions to reduce 
IPV have been tested primarily in men, and appear to be less effective for women perpetrators. 
Two potential intervention targets for IPV that may be particularly salient for women are 
problem solving strategies and relationship attachment. Ineffective social problem solving and 
insecure attachment have been found to be significantly correlated with each other, and have 
each been associated with an increased likelihood of IPV. The present study examines the 
relationships among social problem solving, attachment style, and IPV perpetration in a sample 
of female undergraduate students. It is hypothesized that social problem solving will mediate the 
relationship between a person’s attachment style and severity of IPV in a romantic relationship. 
126 female Drexel undergraduate student volunteers age 18-25 were administered three 
questionnaires measuring social problem solving (the Social Problem Solving Inventory- 
Revised), IPV (the Conflict Tactics Scale 2), and attachment (the Experiences in Close 
Relationships-Revised). The questionnaires were completed on Drexel’s SONA system. A 
bootstrap confidence interval from SPSS’s PROCESS regression analysis, showed that social 
problem solving partially mediated the relationship between attachment anxiety and IPV but not 
attachment avoidance.  
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Introduction 
1.1 Attachment, Problem Solving , and Intimate Partner Violence 
Psychologist John Bowlby predicted that our ability to attach to other people was a 
lifelong process(Dykes, Ziv, & Cassidy 2008). From the moment we are born, we form 
relationships with others to help fulfill our needs. As we grow, our needs change and mature. 
Connections form with peers in the form of friendship and later in the form of romantic 
partnership. As we begin to establish successful connections with others, we learn different 
social skills. 
The social skills we learn in life are cumulatively based on previous experiences, and 
attachment has been hypothesized to form the foundation for our interpretation of our world. 
Bowlby (Dykes, Ziv, & Cassidy 2008) describes attachment as a “lens” from which we can view 
the world. All outside information we acquire becomes filtered through our “lens”. Our 
perspective, looking through the lens of attachment, influences how we see the world and directs 
the choices that we make in regard to problem solving and decision making. 
Social problem solving is a facet of cognitive behavioral psychology .The principles of 
SPS are based around the study of how individuals identify and provide solutions to challenges. 
Social problem solving is viewed as a processing skill that helps users recognize problems, 
generate potential outcomes, evaluate possible consequences, and implement a decision (course 
of action) in response to a problem. The ability to identify problems and create solutions depends 
on the information that is perceptually available to the problem solver (Nezu, Nezu & Lombardo 
2005, Gauvain 2001, Goodman et al 1999). 
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Solutions that are created to solve the problem can be beneficial to one or multiple parties 
involved, or they can be detrimental. The problem solver's life experiences, relationships and 
attachment style can influence the decision making process. I will discuss this further in the 
Attachment and Social Problem Solving sections of the introduction. 
Attachment styles can vary on a spectrum of security. The security of one's attachment to 
their caregiver in early childhood influences their attachments in social/romantic relationships. 
This varying security in attachment also affects SPS ability and decision making and can lead to 
maladaptive problem solving (Lopez et al 1997, Davilla et al 1996). One instance of a 
maladaptive solution to the problem of stress in a romantic relationship is intimate partner 
violence. 
According to a survey conducted by the CDC: 1 in 4 women and 1 in 7 men have been 
the victim of severe physical violence by an intimate partner(CDC 2008) .  Intimate partner 
violence (IPV) affects people of all ages and socioeconomic levels(CDC 2008) .  Violent 
situations can cause physical and psychological harm to the victims and can underlie a myriad of 
psychiatric conditions including depression, anxiety disorders, post-traumatic stress disorder and 
psychosomatic conditions (specifically/most prominently eating disorders).  In particular, women 
appear the most vulnerable to the effects of IPV (Swan et al. 2008). In relationships where both 
partners exhibit IPV, women have a higher likelihood for physical damage , depression, anxiety 
and substance abuse (Swan et al 2008).  
 IPV is not simply measured by physical violence. The Center for Disease Control 
describes IPV as the physical, sexual, or psychological harm by a current or former partner or 
spouse(Intimate Partner Violence: Definitions. (2014, November 25). Retrieved April 25, 2015). 
 While both men and women can exhibit IPV on their partner, their motivations and types of IPV 
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appear to be generally different(Walley-Jean & Swan 2009). For both men and women, the rate 
of physical and psychological aggression appears similar(Swan et al 2008) though some studies 
suggest that the use of physical violence on an intimate partner is higher in women(Walley-Jean 
& Swan 2009). Men tend to exhibit more coercive and sexual forms of violence with a 
motivating factor of control(Swan et al 2008). While control has been reported in some women’s 
motivation, fear, defense, and limited knowledge on how to express themselves has been found 
to be a more common answer (Walley-Jean & Swan 2009).   
As mentioned in the previous paragraphs IPV is a problem that affects a significant 
portion of the population. I believe there are connections between a person's use of IPV, the 
person’s view of their partner, and how they solve problems in the relationship.  I hypothesize 
that individuals with attachment insecurity are more likely to exhibit intimate partner violence in 
a relationship  through poor problem solving interactions.  Social problem solving helps to 
explain why a person with insecure attachment is more likely to have conflict in their romantic 
relationship. The result of an increased likelihood of aggressive behavior in a romantic 
relationship with insecure attachment is due to the breakdown of effective problem solving 
strategies.  In order to explore this hypothesis we must first have an understanding of attachment 
theory and  social problem solving.  The following sections will define the concepts that my 
hypothesis addresses, explain my proposed experiment, and discuss the methods and tools that I 
plan to utilize to test my hypothesis.  
1.2 Social Problem Solving 
1.2.1 Definition. Social problem solving is a cognitive behavior therapy that focuses on the 
decision making process, including thoughts and feelings related to the formation of and 
implementation of a solution to a presented problem.  Human behavior is a response to varied 
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stimuli ranging from environmental influences and interpersonal interaction.  Social interaction 
includes but is not limited to casual encounters, working relationships, educational experiences 
and romantic relationships.  In daily activities, we are faced with stressors and problems that 
require cooperative effort to relieve or solve.  Social Problem Solving encompasses the process 
of problem solving with interpersonal contact and can be applied to an individual or a group 
process. The individual tools in SPS are what are used when a person is interacting with their 
intimate partner.   
There are three core concepts that need to be defined when discussing Social Problem 
Solving:” problem solving”, “problem”, and “solution”.  
 
In D’Zurrila et al 2004 paper, problem solving is defined as: 
 
“[the] self-directed cognitive-behavioral process by which an individual, couple or group 
attempts to identify or discover effective solutions for specific problems encountered in 
everyday living”.  (pg 12) 
 
This principle looks at the steps individuals or groups of individuals take in order to figure out 
what their problem is and how to fix it. Problem solving looks at the multi-step process that 
people use to resolve conflict, accomplish tasks, or interact in a productive manner to reach a 
common goal.  
D’Zurrila, et al. (2004) go on to define “problem” as: 
“[the] self-directed cognitive-behavioral process by which an individual, couple or group 
attempts to identify or discover effective solutions for specific problems encountered in 
everyday living”.  (pg 12) 
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This principle looks at the steps individuals or groups of individuals take in order to figure out 
what their problem is and how to fix it. Problem solving looks at the multi-step process that 
people use to resolve conflict, accomplish tasks, or interact in a productive manner to reach a 
common goal.  
D’Zurrila, et al. (2004) go on to define “problem” as:  
“any life situation or task that demands a response for adaptive functioning but no 
effective response is immediately apparent or available to the person or people 
confronted with the situation because of the presence of one or more obstacles.” (pg 12)  
 
Individuals are faced with the daily challenge of navigating complex situations that 
require action; however, an appropriate, effective response may not be immediately available. 
 When an instantaneous response is not apparent, this situation is considered a “problem”.   
 
The last core principle of Social problem solving is ‘solution’ which (D’Zurrila et al. 2004) 
defines as: 
 
“[A]situation specific coping response or response pattern that is the product or outcome 
of the problem solving process when it is applied to a specific problematic situation.” (pg 
13) 
 
This is action that is taken in order to try and solve the problem or deal with the situation and the 
result can be effective or ineffective. A solution is deemed effective if it accomplished the task 
set out by the 'problem'. 
Rather than focusing on a single skill, Social problem solving focuses on the set of skills 
used to understand, appraise, and adapt to the stress that the problem presents.  Social problem 
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solving not only focuses on an individual's attempted solutions, but also his or her reactions 
(both emotional and physical) to the stress created by the problem as well. 
    The rationale behind focusing on how a person solves problems as opposed to some other 
thought process is described by Nezu, Wilkins, and Nezu (2005) in the following statement: 
 
“Social Problem Solving represents an important general coping process that, when 
effective, serves to increase situational coping and behavior competence. This in turn can 
reduce and prevent the deleterious effects of stressful life events regarding a variety of 
psychological and physical health variables, especially emotional distress. If this tenet of 
the model is valid, then (a) SPS should be significantly associated with various negative 
affective conditions, such as depression & anxiety; and (b) effective PS ability should 
serve to moderate the relationship between stressful life events and psychological distress 
(p 49).”  
 
The theory behind this is that if a person is able to seek out effective solutions, it can help reduce 
the amount of overall stress they experience. A reduction in stress can have a positive effect on a 
person’s physical and emotional health. This reduction also increases the likelihood that a person 
is more motivated to solve the next problem that occurs. Opposingly, if a person is unable to find 
a solution that is effective, the stress in their life increases. Increased stress can have negative 
effects on a person’s mental and physical well being. Since the solution was ineffective, the 
problem may remain or become compounded by additional related and unrelated problems, 
further adding to the stress. With Social problem solving, skills are developed and utilized to 
increase the likelihood of identifying effective solutions to problems more frequently. 
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1.2.2.Problem Orientation.  
Social problem solving can be divided into two separate yet interactive categories, 
problem orientation and problem definition. D’Zurrila et al. (2004) defines problem orientation 
as: 
 
“...a set of relatively stable cog-affective schemas that represent a person’s generalized 
beliefs, attitudes, and emotional reactions about problems in living and one’s ability to 
successfully cope with problems.” (pg 14) 
 
The concept of problem orientation relates to a person's perception of their own abilities 
and emotional reactions to a problem. When presented with a problem, will a person see 
themselves solving it or will they fear that it is beyond their abilities? Is it a threat or some 
challenge to overcome? An individual’s problem orientation falls on a scale of positive 
orientation (confident that they will develop effective solutions)  to negative orientation (unsure 
that they will develop effective solutions).   
1.2.2.1.Positive orientation. A person with a positive orientation will view problems as 
“solvable” and have confidence in their own abilities to form effective solutions if given enough 
time and effort. A person demonstrating positive orientation to problem solving may view a 
problem as a challenge that can be overcome and something that can ultimately improve a 
person’s knowledge and abilities.  Positive orientation toward problems has been found to 
facilitate more adaptive coping when situations become stressful, leading to reduced anxiety and 
other forms of emotional distress(D’Zurrila et al 2004).  
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1.2.2.2.Negative orientation. A person with negative orientation will view problems as 
threats to their own well being and emotional stability. These threats are classified as 
“unsolvable”, regardless of how much effort or time is provided. Ones’ own ability to solve 
problems is called into question and confidence is limited. Negative orientation tends to increase 
anxiety, avoidance behaviors, and other maladaptive responses when the problem becomes 
increasingly stressful. 
While both orientations exhibit opposing behaviors, a person is not limited to 
experiencing or identifying with strictly a positive or a negative orientation. The two orientations 
may be experienced at different times in response to different problems. A person can be 
positively oriented toward one problem (ex: when the individual demonstrates a history of 
solving similar problems successfully) and negatively oriented toward another (ex. when a 
problem occurs suddenly/unexpectedly). While it is possible for a person to experience either 
orientation for a problem, the orientation experienced for a presented problem influences the 
resulting behaviors used to address the problem(D’Zurrila et al 2004).   
1.2.3.Problem Solving Style   
A person's problem orientation influences his or her problem solving style, which Nezu 
& Wilkins (2005) defines as: 
“ ...core cognitive- behavioral activities that people engage in when attempting to cope 
with problems in living.”(pg 298) 
Instead of focusing on the thoughts/feelings that occur when a problem is presented, style 
focuses on the behavioral solutions that are attempted. All styles start out with some form of 
appraisal of the problem, followed by a behavior attempting to solve the problem. The 
effectiveness of these solutions depends on the style that is implemented. Problem solving style 
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can be adaptive (where problem solving solutions are effective) or maladaptive (where problem 
solving solutions are ineffective, or create further problems as a result of the implemented 
solution generating process). 
1.2.3.1.Adaptive problem solving style. Adaptive problem solving style is a process of 
solution generation that leads to effective behaviors for resolving problems.  Though there are 
multiple maladaptive processes for solution generating that are recognized, there is only one 
recognized adaptive problem solving style called Rational Problem Solving (RPS).    
RPS is a set of four specific skills that involve systematic and planful application in order 
to effectively solve the problem at hand. Each skill is designed to aid in the discovery of an 
effective solution or coping response. The four skills are meant to be implemented sequentially 
using the information learned from each step to aid the subsequent step.   
The first step of RPS is ‘problem definition and formulation’. This skill focuses on 
creating a clear and concise definition of how a given situation is a problem and what effect it 
may have on living for the individual. The impetus here is to catalog the facts of a given 
situation, remove assumptions, create realistic goals for the outcome of the problem, and 
recognize any barriers that may prevent the goal from being reached.  Once a clear definition has 
been created the next step is to generate possible solutions.  
This second skill involves brainstorming exercises. The goal of this step is to provide as 
many alternative solutions as possible in order to increase the likelihood that an effective 
solution can be found. During the brainstorming phase, judgment of potential outcomes is 
deferred to prevent limitation of possibilities. The list of possible solutions generated can include 
highly effective, moderately effective, minimally effective or completely ineffective solutions, 
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however, the judgment of effectiveness is not made until the next step. Once a list of possible 
solutions has been created the individual will then move onto the third step in the RPS process. 
The third skill of RPS is ‘decision making’. The purpose of this skill is to determine 
which of the possible solutions generated is the "best" solution for the problem presented. 
Solutions are now analyzed and their potential positive and negative consequences are 
considered. The solution that is selected after analysis is the solution the individual deems "best", 
considering the available resources, the environment at the time and the effort involved with 
implementing the solution. Once a solution has been chosen a plan is developed to implement it.  
The fourth and final step of RPS is ‘solution implementation verification’.  This skill 
addresses the importance of motivation when attempting a solution and evaluating the solution’s 
effectiveness at resolving the problem. This evaluation of effect is important to developing 
confidence in problem solving abilities. If the outcome of the solution did not reach the goal that 
was set then it is important to revisit the previous steps of the process in order to determine flaws 
in the generation of possible solutions.  The previous steps have illustrated the rational problem 
solving process.  This is the only recognized adaptive problem solving style.  There are however 
two recognized maladaptive problem solving styles which I will discuss next.  
 
1.2.3.2.Maladaptive styles. Adaptive problem solving style leads to effective problem 
solution generation and implementation.  Conversely, maladaptive problem solving styles lead to 
ineffective problem solution generation and implementation.  There are two recognized 
maladaptive problem solving styles:’ impulsive/careless style’ and ‘avoidance style’.  Both 
maladaptive styles result in ineffective problem solving but each has its own specific 
characteristics. 
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The first maladaptive problem solving style, ‘impulsive/ careless style’ is described by 
(Nezu , Nezu, & Lombardo 2005)) as “the generalized response pattern characterized by 
impulsive, hurried, and careless attempts at problem resolution”.(pg 42)  
An individual utilizing an impulsive/careless style will tend to select the first solution that 
appears. There is little thought placed on effectiveness or evaluation of consequences. The 
solution is generated and quickly implemented regardless of the individual's time, effort or 
resources. This can be due to impatience or limited motivation for seeking the best solution. If a 
solution's predicted consequences are evaluated at all, the evaluation is often quick, disorganized 
and performed with minimal regard. The alternative maladaptive style is avoidance style.   
As the name suggests, the identifying characteristic of this style is problem avoidance. 
 Rather than generating solutions to the problem, even if the solutions are ineffective, the 
individual utilizing this style will attempt to sidestep the presented problem by performing 
behaviors that relieve the perceived pressure of solution formation. Some avoidance behaviors 
include but are not limited to: procrastination, allowing others to solve it for them, or waiting to 
see if the problem solves itself. Destructive as well as distraction behaviors can be implemented 
as well to reduce the perceived stress.  For example drinking alcohol to “drown the pain” is an 
example of avoidant behavior in the form of distraction from solving problem.  With avoidance 
style, the individual is doing anything that they can to escape the pressure of the given problem.   
1.3.Attachment theory  
1.3.1 Attachment origins. 
Attachment theory was first conceived by a psychoanalyst named John Bowlby. Bowlby 
noticed that the treatment of a child by his or her caregiver would later affect the child’s 
behavior. Attachment theory is a construct of ideas that have developed to answer the questions 
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of why early interactions between children and their caregivers affect the child in later life, what 
those early interactions influence in later life and how the child responds to such 
events(Bretherton 1992) . The basic building blocks of our social interactions are formed in early 
childhood and the information we learned during these early social interactions is  used to help 
understand new ones. This reference of information can be thought of as a lens through which 
the world is viewed. A lens focuses or distorts images depending on its conformation.  In this 
analogy the lens is the early interactions with primary caregivers while what is viewed through it 
are later social interactions with peers, teachers, colleagues and romantic partners. 
Attachment theory originally focused on the relationship between an infant and his or her 
primary caregiver (in most cases the mother). The infant, unable to meet its own needs, depends 
on the caregiver for food, shelter, security, and comfort. Attachment behavior refers to behaviors 
that increase the likelihood of close proximity of the caregiver to the child. An example of an 
attachment behavior in infancy is crying, where in later development attachment behavior can 
include hand gestures, affectionate gestures or verbal requests, among other behaviors(Feeney, 
Cassidy, & Ramos-Marcuse 2008).  Bowlby claimed that the attachment system serves two 
principal functions: (1) to protect the vulnerable individual from any potential threats and (2)  to 
regulate subsequent negative effects (Simpson et al 2007).  In order to gain a better insight into 
the importance of both the infant and caregiver in attachment we will look at their roles 
separately.  
1.3.2 Attachment Bonds.  
While attachment theory discusses the interaction between the individual and the 
caregiver, Mary Ainsworth, a developmental psychologist, described the bond formed in 
attachment as a characteristic of the individual. The bond  represents  the internal organization of 
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thoughts towards the attached figure and does not need to be reciprocated for attachment 
behavior to occur (Feeney, Cassidy, & Ramos-Marcuse 2008). Though we will see later what 
effect reciprocation can have.  Ainsworth gives six criteria for what classifies as an attachment 
bond.  
 
Criteria for attachment bonds (Feeney, Cassidy, & Ramos-Marcuse 2008) 
 Bond should be persistent and not transitory 
 Bond should involve a specific person 
o This type of bond cannot form between a large group of people or a complete stranger 
 The relationship is emotionally significant  
 The individual wishes to maintain close proximity or contact with the person 
 The individual feels distress at the involuntary separation of that person 
 The individual seeks comfort and security in the relationship with the person 
 
     
The role of the caregiver, especially in the early years, is meant to protect the child from 
both physical and emotional harm. In times of distress, because the child initially possesses 
limited effective self soothing capabilities,  the caregiver is responsible for helping the child 
cope.  Zimmerman et al (2001) describe the early role of caregiver as someone who acts as an 
internal organizer for the infants emotions. Bowlby discussed the idea of gaining a better 
understanding of attachment by observing the mother’s “parenting behavior” (Feeney, Cassidy, 
& Ramos-Marcuse 2008) While claiming that a mother’s desire to take care of her child is “ in 
some degree programmed” (Feeney, Cassidy, & Ramos-Marcuse 2008), Bowlby also noticed 
that there were differences among individuals. Some parents were better able to meet and 
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anticipate their child’s needs, and it is this sensitivity that has a profound effect on the child’s 
ability to form attachment bonds (Feeney, Cassidy, & Ramos-Marcuse 2008,  Landry, Smith,& 
Swank 2006).  
When distressed, a child will exhibit proximity seeking behaviors. These proximity 
seeking behaviors have a dual purpose of addressing both emotional and physical distress. The 
child is looking for his/her attachment figure to provide a feeling of security and soothe his/her 
distress.  However, not all attachment figures are able to adequately meet the needs of the child. 
A caregiver’s reactions towards distress can have a profound effect on the child’s developmental 
growth.  Landry, Smith , & Swank (2006) found that a mother’s responsiveness to the needs of 
the child helped facilitate greater growth in infant’s social, emotional, cognitive and 
communication competence. A decrease in aggressive responses and an increase in social 
problem solving skills were also observed in sensitive mothers (Raikes & Thompson 2008) The 
emotional and physical accessibility of the caregiver and his or her ability to recognize the needs 
of the child, are believed to influence the child’s ability to form attachments (Feeney, Cassidy, & 
Ramos-Marcuse 2008).  If the child’s needs are met and they feel secure in his or her caregiver’s 
abilities , then the child is more likely to develop a secure attachment. When distress remains and 
the child has a limited ability to self soothe, he or she are more likely to develop an insecure 
attachment.  
It is important to note that the importance of attachment figures will change throughout a 
person’s life. (Ziefman & Hazan 2008,Zimmerman et al 2001,Hazan & Shaver 1987). The initial 
attachments are focused on the caregiver, as the child grows and reaches adolescence the focus 
will shift to peer friendships (Zimmerman et al 2001) and then onto a romantic partner in 
adulthood (Hazan & Shaver 1987). We will discuss attachment transition later on in this section.  
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1.3.3 Secure vs Insecure attachment.  
At a basic level, attachment security focuses on an individual's perception of availability. 
Does the person believe that the caregiver/partner is available in a time of need?  Is the caregiver 
unavailable? Do they exacerbate the situation?  A situation can be considered a threat when the 
attached figure perceives that the situation can endanger the attachment bonds. Internal 
expectations as well as levels of communication between the person and the attached figure can 
help shape the outcome (Kobak & Masden 2008).   
As mentioned previously, the caregiver is responsible for the infant’s well being and 
emotional regulation. However, there are many factors involved that can affect the ability of the 
caregiver to meet these needs. Socioeconomic status, maternal sensitivity , genetic factors 
(Bernier & Meins 2008) are just a few factors that can influence a child's ability to attach to a 
caregiver. When an individual feels threatened, an important factor that helps influence behavior 
is the individual's  perceived confidence in their caregiver.  Those who are securely attached are 
likely to have a confident perception of the caregiver and believe that their current attachment 
figures will be responsive, attentive, and available to meet  their needs and alleviate their 
distress.  This perception of availability can increase feelings of security and reduce stress and 
attachment seeking behaviors. Without the focus on threats to the attachment bonds, secure 
individuals are more likely  to use constructive, problem-focused coping strategies (Mikulincer 
et al 2009). The overall goal of an individual who is securely attached is to focus on building 
greater intimacy with their attachment figure (Mikulincer et al 2009). 
If a child is in a securely attached relationship, the child will have confident expectations 
of the caregiver’s ability and will maintain open lines of communication with them. Open 
communication not only increases the confidence in the child’s perception of the caregiver’s 
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abilities, but it also provides an important marker of security in further relationships, including 
romantic partners (Kobak & Masden 2008).  Lopez et al (1997) found that secure individuals, 
when compared to those who were insecurely attached, made more appropriate use of self 
disclosure, reflective, empathetic listening, perspective talking, and cooperative problem solving 
strategies. When a relationship is considered secure it allows the child to develop other skills 
instead of attempting to self soothe during a threat. An example of this can be seen in the child’s 
desire to explore the world around them.   
An integral part of understanding a securely attached relationship is Ainsworth’s concept 
of close proximity to the caregiver. The concept of close proximity is a relative term, ranging 
from physical proximity to the abstract belief that a caregiver will be available during a time of 
need. The stronger the individual believes in the caregiver’s availability for support during times 
of perceived  threats, the less need for direct physical contact in order to feel safe. Feeney, 
Cassidy, & Ramos-Marcuse (2008) describes the child's need for direct physical contact with 
his/her caregiver as an evolving relationship in which the caregiver serves as a "secure base". As 
the child ventures out, away from the caregiver to greater physical distances, the secure child 
will understand that comforting and soothing will be available if they return to the caregiver. 
This security behavior of the child "returning to home base" when frightened is one of the basic 
principles of attachment. Without this secure base the child has a limited perception of safety and 
is not only more focused on his/her attempts to self soothe during distress but they are also less 
likely to explore the environment.  Colman and Thompson (2002) noted that exploratory 
confidence helped develop behavior competence and self efficacy. While attachment security can 
be viewed as the perception of availability from the individual to the caregiver/partner, insecurity 
looks at the threats to the attachment relationship.  Insecure individuals are  more likely to 
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experience  attachment system activation during perceived threats.  The distress helps provide 
motivation to adopt interpersonal self-focused strategies to compensate for the perceived 
uncertainty about their partner’s responses (Mikulincer et al 2009). 
If the caregiver is not available during the times of distress or if the actions taken by the 
caregiver lead to more distress, the individual's confidence in the caretaker’s abilities are 
reduced. When distressed, a child will exhibit proximity seeking behaviors, such as crying, 
seeking out attached figure, and elevating their voice. When these efforts do not produce the 
desired reaction (soothing of distress from the caregiver) the child is more likely to use 
secondary strategies. Aggression, anxiety, or sadness are witnessed when normal coping 
strategies break down. Different strategies can be attempted  to engage the caregiver, insecure 
individuals can exhibit more manipulative or coercive strategies than secure individuals. 
Conflicting and destructive views of the partner/caregiver also appear more prominent (Lopez et 
al 1997).  
The reaction of the child is influenced by the behaviors of the caregiver.  For example, if 
the caregiver was not sensitive to the child’s distress and did not respond to the child’s needs, the 
child could actively seek the caregiver until found. As a result, the child would seek the caregiver 
more often and for smaller perceived threats because the child believes that the adult is not 
always around.  If the caregiver provides more distress for the child during perceived threats, the 
child might attempt to avoid the caregiver the next time.   
1.3.4 Anxiety and avoidance.  
Brennan, Clark, and Shaver (1998) classified attachment as two continuous orthogonal 
dimensions, anxiety and avoidance. Secure individual are believed to have a positive view of 
themselves and others with less anxious and avoidant behaviors and beliefs. 
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 Anxiety presents as a negative working model of the person. They see themselves as 
“unloveable” (Wei, Heppner, & Mallinckrodt 2003).When a threat is perceived, those who are 
anxiously attached are likely to be unsure that their attachment figure will be attentive, available, 
and responsive to their needs sufficiently enough to manage the distress.  This worrying and 
increase in anxiety can lead anxious persons to adopt emotion-focused coping strategies, such as 
hyper vigilance (Mikulincer et al 2009). Individuals with high attachment anxiety will tend to 
seek out their partner or caregiver regardless of their distress level. While anxious individuals 
might have a positive view of their partner/caregiver, they doubt their own self efficacy and their 
partner’s/caregiver’s availability during times of distress.  Their overall goal is to achieve greater 
“felt security” (Mikulincer et al 2009).  
Avoidance presents as a negative working model of others. They view others as 
untrustworthy and malicious(Wei, Heppner, & Mallinckrodt 2003).Those with high attachment 
avoidance tend to not seek out partner/caregiver during times of distress.  When a threat is 
perceived, those who are avoidantly attached are likely to experience (but not consciously 
acknowledge) distress and anxiety at a physiological level.  To prevent themselves from needing 
their attachment figures individuals strive to inhibit and control their emotions by using avoidant 
coping strategies (Mikulincer et al 2009) Avoidant people attempt to function autonomously with 
little to no faith that their partner/caregiver would be able to provide any assistance. Emotional 
impacts of situations can be minimized and open communication between the individual and the 
partner/caregiver is rarely if ever used. The overall goal of those who are avoidantly attached is 
to strive to obtain and maintain interpersonal autonomy and control (Mikulincer et al 2009). 
As with secure attachment, insecure attachment can affect an individual's behavior later 
in life. Zimmerman et al (2001) reports that individuals with insecure attachment tend to show 
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more disruptive behaviors towards their friends in adolescents. Observing how individuals form 
attachment during their childhood is important in order to understand the foundations of 
attachment theory. However as people mature and change, so does their understanding of 
attachment.  In this next section we will discuss briefly attachment’s transition from early 
childhood to adulthood. 
1.3.5.Attachment progression from childhood to adulthood. 
 Initially, the relationship between the individual and the caregiver is one of reliance. 
 The baby cannot survive on its own and requires its needs to be provided by the caregiver. As 
the child grows older they become more autonomous  and their needs and attachment 
relationships change.  In childhood and adolescence attachment becomes a balance between 
individual and cooperative problem solving (Zimmerman et al 2001).  The asymmetrical nature 
of early attachment changes to more of a symmetrical nature as individuals develop sexual needs 
and drives. The partner both gives and receives security and attachment systems become 
intertwined with care giving and mating (Ziefman & Hazan 2008, Hazan & Shaver 1987).  A 25 
year-old man does not have the same needs, desires, or distress as a 2 year old child, and while 
you will still find the same basic behaviors that Ainsworth described earlier, the appearance of 
and motivations behind these behaviors have changed.  As a person grows, they meet other 
adults and peers, and these relationships cannot be explained alone by basic  needs for shelter, 
food and safety .  A person’s motivations for attachment will grow and change as well.  
While an individual's environment and peer interactions might change, attachment tends 
to remain fairly stable throughout a person’s life (Davila et al. 1996). If a person is securely 
attached as a child, they tend to be securely attached as an adult.  Rather than view attachment as 
a series of cause and effect throughout a person’s lifetime, Weinfield et al (2008) view it as a 
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form of developmental pathways.  Change is always possible, because any outcome uses past 
experience as well as current circumstances.  Early experiences in attachment, however, can 
provide a reference for later behavior and influence the outcome.  Bowlby and Ainsworth 
noticed that attachment transition involved not only communication between the individual and 
the attached figure but personal expectation of how the individual would react in a given 
situation. Attachment transitioned over time not only in how the individuals viewed other people 
but how they viewed themselves as well.  Both expectations and strategies are influenced by the 
behavior of the current partner and the quality of interpersonal communication (Kobak & 
Masden 2008) 
“...relationships are a context in which needs are met. Thus there are implications for later 
efficacy, self esteem, and social relationships… adaptations  always depend both on the 
prior history of adaption and on current circumstances, with established patterns 
influencing selection and interpretation of, and reactions to, the environment. Current 
experience are capable of transforming adaption and subsequent expectations, while not 
erasing the influence of history,... change is possible and that is at the same time 
constrained by prior adaptation” (Winfeild et al 2008) p 82 
1.3.6.Attachment and development of an internal working model  
Davila et al. (1996) takes the idea of our previous experiences having an active role in 
our lives now, and emphasizes the importance of our early childhood interactions. 
“The premise of attachment theory is that the early interpersonal experience between the 
child and the primary caregiver leads to the development of the internal working model 
(i.e. schema) that guards interpersonal functioning throughout the lifespan(Davila et al. 
1996)” (Pg 466) 
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Schema can be seen as set of personal expectations for how to predict  future situations. 
Rather than trying to interpret all the information that is being presented to us separately, 
schemas are a way for the brain to conserve energy and focus on other aspects of life.  Schemas 
act as a filing system for information to group similar concepts, data, and perceptual/sensory 
stimuli. While schemas do provide quick reference points to perceptually  relevant information 
with an attachment figure, they also help influence how individuals process social information 
that is not related to attachment. Schemas help us determine appropriate ways to interact with a 
variety of complex social relationships in an appropriate way for the differing social situations 
we encounter (Dykes, Ziv & Cassidy 2008). Because schemas are used as a quick reference in 
current problems, certain information is viewed as more relevant to the situation. Schema 
provides a map for how an individual will interpret the information around them. Bowlby (1980) 
referred to internal working models of attachment as a function to influence the ways in which 
individuals access, organize and engage on attachment-relevant social information. I believe that 
this concept of schema plays an important role in the formation of social problem solving. SPS is 
a decision making process that relies on past and present information to create solutions. Crowell 
et al (2002) found that a person’s behaviors were significantly related to their own representation 
of the situation with secure individuals providing a more pertinent assessment of adult 
attachment behavior. When new problems are presented an individual will look to the past in 
order to help solve them. However our memories are not fact based stories but perceptions where 
interpretation of previous events is influenced by other memories, thoughts and emotions. 
 Neuroimaging supports the idea that our memory is more reconstructive as opposed to 
reproductive. Current events are rarely an exact duplication of past events, therefore previous 
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information must be flexibly reinterpreted in order to provide relevant information for solving 
the current problem (Bretherton & Munholland 2008) However all information is not received 
with the same level of  importance,  the information is processed in a “biased” way (Feeney, 
Cassidy, & Ramos- Marcose 2008). Schemas provide a situational biases, based on past 
experience, that focuses attention to certain aspects of the present stimuli(Feeney, Cassidy, & 
Ramos- Marcose 2008)What information is focused on depends on what biases have been 
established by past behavior. In an anger related context, Dykar, Ziv, & Cassidy(2008) noticed 
that secure adults responded more quickly to positive response words, while insecure adults 
respond quicker to negative response words.   Social cues, peer choices, and perceived threats are 
some of the stimuli that are affected by this biases. The important point  to remember when 
understanding schema is the idea of perception. If a person believes a situation will be 
 threatening they will look for information to back up their bias. 
1.4 Interactions between Attachment, Social Problem Solving and Intimate partner 
violence 
For my hypothesis to be correct :Insecure attachment and ineffective problem solving ( negative 
problem orientation, impulsive careless style, and avoidant style) will be significantly correlated 
with each other. Ineffective problem solving will be significantly correlated with intimate partner 
violence .When controlling for ineffective problem solving, the relationship between insecure 
attachment and intimate partner violence will be reduced. Attachment schema, developed in 
childhood, help priorities what information a person believes is important. Available information 
is the foundational piece for solving any problem. The first step to rational problem solving is to 
define the problem which requires gathering  facts about the situation. If information is not 
available or perceived, then the solutions to the problems will be altered. The biases that are 
present in the schema will influence the appraisal of the problem and alter potential solutions. 
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Aggressive behaviors have been observed in both those with insecure attachment (Weinfield et al 
2008), (Lopez 2001), (Lawson & Brossart, 2009)  and poor problem solving skills (Weisbrod 
2000, Ireland 2001, Nock 2008).Negative problem orientation  was found to be associated with 
anxiety, anger, and interpersonal distress, while secure attachment was associated with less 
anxiety, anger and interpersonal distress than those who insecurely attached. (Wei, Heppner, & 
Mallinckrodt 2003) 
    In relationships, communication is an important tool for relationship satisfaction and security 
(Kobak & Masden 2008). Communication can provide information about a problem a couple is 
currently facing as well as his or her mental state at the time. The ability to communicate much 
like an individual's perception of a problem, can be affected by the biases an individual 
experience . While biases in perception of information affect what choices an individual will 
make to solve a problem, it also affect the ability to  communicate with others (Zimmerman et al 
2001, Lopez et al 1997). Being able to accurately communicate about needs, emotions, and 
conflicts  to a caregiver or romantic partner provides an important marker for attachment security 
in a relationship (Kobak & Masden 2008), (Colman & Thompson 2002), (Lopez , et al 1997) . 
 Individual with insecure attachment are less likely to openly communicate with his or her 
partner (Lopez et al 1997), (Milkulinrer et al 2009), (Dykes, Ziv, & Cassidy 2008) identify 
emotionally with his or her partner (Dykes, Ziv, & Cassidy 2008) and  more likely to respond to 
negative emotions (Dykes, Ziv, & Cassidy 2008), (Milkulinrer et al 2009 ). Aggression is more 
likely to be present in the relationship  with limited communication with a partner and a lack of 
emotional identification with others (Weinfield et al 2008). The inability to express oneself as a 
motivating factor for female’s who exhibit IPV (Walley-Jean & Swan 2009). 
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1 .5 Mediating Variable 
As stated above, I believe that social problem solving is a mediating variable in the relationship 
between attachment style and intimate partner violence. A variable functions as a mediator when 
three conditions are met.  
a) variations in the levels of the independent variable (IV), in this case attachment style, 
significantly account for variations in the presumed mediator 
b) variations in the mediator significantly account for the variations in the dependent 
variable (DV), intimate partner violence. 
c) when path A and B (see figure below) are controlled, a previously significant relations 
between the IV and the DV is no longer significant  (Baron & Kenny 1986).  
DV is no longer significant (Baron & Kenny, 1986). (See figure 1) 
If you remove social problem solving from the equation describing the relationship between 
attachment style and intimate partner violence, the significance of the relationship will decrease. 
If social problem solving was a moderating variable, you could argue that other variables 
influence the relationship. I believe that if you remove social problem solving, the relationship 
between attachment style and intimate partner violence will no longer be significant. Social 
problem solving explains why intimate partner violence is more common  in a relationship with 
an insecure attached style. The reason there is a relationship between attachment style and 
intimate partner violence is because of the individual's social problem solving abilities. A person 
is more aggressive in a relationship A) because they have ineffective problem solving skills  with 
a partner (Ireland 2001, Gauvain 2001,Weisbrod 2000, Rubin et al 1991) B) they believe each 
problem is a threat that they lack the ability to solve successfully .Wei, Heppner, & Mallinckrodt 
(2003) found that negative problem orientation was a mediating variable between anxious 
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attachment and psychological distress, with a partial mediation for avoidant attachment. 
Psychological distress was measured by a person’s level of depression, hopelessness, anxiety, 
anger, and interpersonal problems. The study itself looked at a person's’ thoughts and suggested 
a relationship between problem solving and attachment, I believe that this relationship exists in a 
person’s actions as well.   If my hypothesis is correct, a person with an insecure attachment style 
will have an increase in intimate partner violence compared to an individual with a secure 
attachment style. The reason this difference in aggression levels occurs is a result of an 
individual's problem solving skills. These problem solving skills influence the quality and depth 
of romantic relationships that are formed and play a significant role in the navigation of 
relationship stress, decision making, and responses to a romantic partner.  
1.6.Current Study 
1.6.1 Rationale 
Because IPV appears to have a more destructive effect on women(Swan et al 2008), the 
current study evaluates the relationship between attachment style, Social Problem Solving, and 
the occurrence of intimate partner violence in 18-25 year old women. By determining whether 
Social problem solving is a mediating variable between attachment style and relationship 
aggression resulting in IPV, a better understanding of the variables relationships will provide an 
opportunity to more accurately evaluate current treatment modalities for attachment disorder and 
to possibly reduce rates of intimate partner violence. If a significant relationship exists, further 
studies can be completed to determine the importance of each variable on successful treatment 
and management of attachment disorder and other related pathologies. This is of particular 
importance to women due to the current treatment of IPV being based on information from a 
predominantly male sample (Swan et al 2008). Most of the current treatment is based on the 
ATTACHMENT, PROBLEM SOLVING AND RELATIONSHIP CONFLICT 
31 
 
Duluth model, which focuses on male-female violence . The model bases its origins on social 
acceptance of men’s power and control over women (Zarling, Lawrence, & Marchmen 2015) . 
Cognitive behavior therapy has been used to modest effect and oftentimes is paired with the 
Duluth model (Zarling, Lawrence, & Marchmen 2015). Currently treatment methods appear to 
be less effective on the female population (Swan et al 2008). 
I believe SPS mediates the relationship between attachment style and relationship IPV. I 
predict that SPS is the reason that there is a relationship between attachment style and IPV 
because problem solving provides a connection between a person's’ perceptions, thoughts, and 
actions. In the case of IPV, a person's actions (SPS) are a response to their perceptions and 
thoughts (attachment) and their problem solving ability influences the incidence of aggression in 
their romantic relationships. For my hypothesis to be correct : Insecure attachment and 
ineffective problem solving ( negative problem orientation, impulsive careless style, and 
avoidant style) will be significantly correlated with each other. Ineffective problem solving will 
be significantly correlated with intimate partner violence. When controlling for ineffective 
problem solving, the relationship between insecure attachment and intimate partner violence will 
no longer be significant. 
1.6.2 Aims and Hypothesis .  
The current study sought to explore the relationship between attachment style (avoidant 
and anxious), a person’s ability to solving problems in a social interaction ( SPSI score), and the 
level of conflict in a relationship (CTS score) . Specifically this study has one aim to clarify if a 
person’s SPSI score mediates their attachment style and their level of conflict in a relationship.  
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This study modeled its analysis after the Field’s (2013) chapter on statistical mediation. A 
mediating variable can help explain the relationship between a predictor variable and the 
outcome variable. (see figure 2) 
This model suggests that the relationship between attachment and intimate partner 
violence is not a direct affect but works through a person’s ability to solve problems in a social 
settings.  For my hypothesis to be true  
(a) attachment levels must predict a person’s IPV score ( path c’ in figure 2)  
 (b) attachment levels must predict a person’s SPS score (path a)  
(c) SPS scores must predict a person’s IPV score(path b) 
(d) the relationship between a person’s attachment level and IPV score  should be 
smaller when SPS is included in the model than when it is not.  
We should be able to distinguish the relationship between attachment and intimate partner 
violence when controlling for social problem solving  (direct effect)  and attachment levels 
relationship with IPV levels through the relationship of social problem solving (indirect effect)  
(see figure 2). 
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Methods 
2.1.Participants 
    Participants from this study were recruited from Drexel University in Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania during the Summer semester 2015 to the Fall semester 2015.  All participants were 
currently enrolled at Drexel University's undergraduate programs.  Inclusion criteria for this 
population included the following: (a) the participants must be between the ages of 18-25; (b) the 
participants must identify as female(c) the participants must be able to read English at a 6th 
grade level; (d ) the participants must be currently enrolled in Drexel University. (e) the 
participants must have had at least one romantic relationship in the last 4 years.  A population 
age of 18-25 years was selected due to the transition into adult based relationships with romantic 
partners. By late adolescence, individuals will tend to rely on peers for a source of emotional 
support (Ziefman & Hazan, 2008).  For romantic  partners, initial relationships tend to focus on a 
desire for physical proximity and contact.  As the relationship progresses the focus of the 
relationship tends to shift towards mutual support and care (Ziefman & Hazan, 2008).  Ziefman 
& Hazan (2008) suggests that it takes about two years for romantic partners to become fully 
attached i.e. the individual will seek their partner when distressed instead of a parental figure or 
peer.  The age range of 18-25 years allows us to observe individuals who have transitioned into 
adult romantic relationships and have the potential for being in a relationship for two years, 
which per Ziefman & Hazan‘s (2008) suggestion is the turning point from most young adult 
relationships from a more physical relationship to one with a deeper emotional connection. 
  With this inclusion criteria for age it will be possible to see the differences between 
relationships that have lasted 1-6 months, 6 months - 12 months, 12 months - 24 months, and 
longer than 24 months.   
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2.2. Measures 
2.2.1Demographics 
The demographics form will ask the participant’s age, race, if they are current in a 
relationship, gender of their partner, and length of time in the relationship.  
 
2.2.2. Social Problem Solving Inventory -Revised - Short Version 
The SPSI-R short version ((D’Zurilla, Nezu, & Maydeu-Olivares, 2002) is based upon 
the 5-scales of problem solving orientation: (a) positive problem orientation; (b) negative 
problem orientation; (c ) rational problem solving; (d) avoidant style and (e) impulsive/careless 
style.  The SPSI-R is a 25 question multidimensional survey that can be used as a total score or 
divided into the five orientations, for each sub-division of the scale, the higher the score the 
higher the level of that particular orientation. Nezu, Nezu, and Jain (2008) claim that the SPSI-R 
has strong internal consistency with a range of alpha at 0.79-0.95 across the five orientation 
scales.  In addition to strong internal consistency Nezu, Nezu, and Jain (2008) also claim that the 
SPSI-R has strong test-retest reliability with an estimate of 0.93 and 0.89 for the total score for 
two different samples during a 3 week period.  Strong concurrent, predictive, convergent, 
structural and discriminate validity is also reported (Nezu, Nezu, and Jain, 2008). 
2.2.3.Conflict Tactics Scale 2 
This scale is used to assess both a participant's psychological and physical attacks  toward 
their romantic partner and their ability to reason and negotiate during a conflict. The version that 
is being currently used has been modified and updated  from its original form (Straus et al 1996). 
The CTS 2 measures conflict on five scales: physical assault, psychological aggression, 
negotiation, injury, and sexual coercion..  This 79 question self-report scale will ask participants 
about their actions during the last year.  The participants rate their actions in a Likert scale: 0 = 
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Never and 6 = More than 20 times.  Examples of some of the actions that are asked are how 
often the participant: Insulted or swore at partner, threatened with a knife or gun, etc.  . Because 
this study’s primary focus is on perpetrated actions in romantic relationships, the victimization 
questions will not be asked. Participant will only be asked to answer 39 items. This measure has 
strong internal validity with each dimension’s alpha level ranging from 0 .79 to 0.87 (Straus et 
al. 1996, Brock et al. 2015). 
2.2.4. Experience in Close Relationships Scale Revised. 
The ECR is a 36-item measure of adult attachment orientation. The scale was developed 
for the dimensional measurement of attachment in adults by Fraley, Waller, and Brennan (2000). 
Composing the ECR-R is two factor-analytically derived subscales that assess attachment related 
anxiety and avoidance. The anxious and avoidant scales form a two dimensional four category 
conceptual schema (Brennan, Clark, and Shaver, 1998).  The four categories are as follows: (a) 
secure (low levels of both anxiety and avoidance; the person is comfortable with intimacy and 
autonomy); (b) preoccupied (low levels of avoidance and high levels of anxiety; the participant is 
preoccupied with relationships); (c ) dismissing (high levels of avoidance; low levels of anxiety; 
the participant is dismissing of intimacy and is counter independent) and (d) fearful (high levels 
of avoidance and anxiety; the participant is fearful of intimacy and socially avoidant) (Brennan, 
Clark and Shaver, 1998). The ECR-R is vastly used to measure romantic attachment (Koskina & 
Giovazolias 2010)  Both the anxiety and avoidance scales show high internal validity with an 
alpha of 0.89 for the total score and an alpha of 0.88 and 0.86 for  anxiety and avoidance 
(Koskina & Giovazolias 2010). 
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2.3.Procedures 
    This study was approved by the Institutional Review Board (IRB)at Drexel University 
. Participants were recruited through Drexel University.  A representative of the research team 
attended several psychology classes during  each semester and briefly inform the students about: 
(a) the procedure (e.g. survey format, time requirements); (b) the inclusion criteria; (c ) the 
location of participation and how to participate; (d) compensation for participation.  In addition 
to a representative visiting psychology classes, flyers also were placed around the school 
providing the same information as the class presentations.  Students willing to participate in the 
study were referred to Drexel University's Sona system. This system is an online account which 
will contain information on how to participate in the study as well as how to access the survey. A 
waiver of consent was approved by the IRB and student’s rights had been previously explained. 
Students were assigned a numeric code representing their identity and matched with their 
completed surveys to protect their privacy.  Students who logged on to the  Sona system were 
given a set of instructions (see figure) and completed: (a) a demographics questionnaire; (b) the 
Social Problem Solving Inventory Revised (SPSI-R); (c ) the Experiences in Close Relationships 
questionnaire 2 (ECR-2); (d) Conflicts Tactics Scale (CTS). Completion of the questionnaires 
took approximately 30 minutes. Students were compensated by receiving 2 extra credit points for 
one of their classes and having there  For every 100 participants, one was selected randomly and 
given a $50 Amazon gift card.   
2.3.2.Statistical Analysis 
A Pearson’s correlation will first be used to determine that a relationship between all the 
variables exists. If social problem solving mediates attachment style and levels of IPV, the first 
relationship that needs to be looked at is attachment and IPV. Attachment style should be a 
significant predictor of the levels of IPV.  Traditionally,  a Sobel test is run to determine 
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mediation but this test works best when a large sample size is present (Fields 2013). For smaller 
sample sizes Fields (2013) suggests using a bootstrap method to determine the indirect effect. 
The bootstrap method will randomly repeat the data collected and consequently increase the 
sample size allowing the findings to be extrapolated to better predict the effect of each of the 
variables. SPSS 22 is used with the PROCESS regression analysis. Using PROCESS, a bootstrap 
confidence intervals is used to test the indirect effect on the mediating variable (see figure2), a 
R-Squared will determine the mediators effect size, and a Kappa-Squared will determine the 
mediators level of variance. 
2.3.3.Power Analysis 
In order to determine a sample size to test the hypothesis, a power analyses was 
conducted using the program G*Power 3.1 (Faul F., Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner,2009). Using a 
one-tailed linear multiple regression model with an alpha of 0.05 and a power of 0.8, it was 
determined that for a medium effect size (p = 0.15) a sample size of 43 participants was required. 
For a small effect size (p = 0.02) a sample size of 311 participants is required.  
2.4.Ethical Considerations 
As with any study where human participants are involved, the question of confidentiality 
must be considered. To participate in this study, students  accessed the surveys through the Sona 
System. Initial instructions went over the precise details of the study, any direct benefits to the 
participant, any potential risks, their right to confidentiality, who will have access to their 
information, the voluntary nature of this study, and contact information should any problems 
arise.(see questionnaire)Due to anonymous nature of the survey, consent was obtained by 
accessing the website. All who participate were assigned a number and their names were not 
required. The data was collected and stored in the Sona system. The information is password 
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protected and can only be accessed by those directly involved in the study as expressed in the 
initial instructions. Any physical copies of the data is kept in a locked container. 
Another ethical consideration of this study was the potential risk of minor discomfort 
when answering the survey questions. In particular the CTS asks about previous violent 
behavior. The risk however is believed to be minimal, both Weisbrod (2000) and Ray (1999) did 
not report any negative effects from their participants after taking the CTS. If any discomfort was 
present the participants were encouraged to contact the Drexel counseling center. The number for 
the center was provided in the initial instructions on the website. 
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Results 
3.1. Demographics 
A total of 141 participants completed the study. There were 15 participants removed from 
the study: 13 were removed for being outside the age range of  inclusion criteria and two for 
stating that they have never been in a romantic relationship. Of the remaining 126 participants: 
53% were between the ages of 18 to 20.  There were 63% who stated their race to be White and 
25% stated their race to be Asian. There were 62% of participants who stated that they are 
currently in a relationship, 92% have male partners, and 29% have been with their partners for 
six months or less followed by 28% being with their partner between one to two years. Full 
demographic data is presented in Table 1.  
3.2.Descriptive Statistics 
Variables of interest included anxiety (an_id) , avoidance (av_id), social problem solving 
(sps_t_med), and intimate partner violence (ipv_t_dv). Both  social problem solving and 
attachment anxiety were normally distributed, but avoidant anxiety and intimate partner violence 
appeared to be positively skewed (av_id= 0.668 and ipv_t_dv = 3.53). To reduce the skewness of 
intimate partner violence, the data was transformed  (ipv_log). While the transformed data was 
still not normally distributed (p=0.003) we were able to reduce the skewness (ipv_log= -0.053). 
The positive skew in the data was expected  given that the Department of Justice (2006) found 
that IPV occurs in roughly 11% of the population. The descriptive statistics for each measure are 
observed in table 2.  
3.3.Correlation Among Continuous Variables 
The variables described before ,( an_ID), ( av_ID), (sps_t_ME),  and (ipv_log), were 
correlated with outcome measures using a Pearson Correlation. Anxiety scores were positively 
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correlated with both avoidance and intimate partner violence scores. Anxiety was negatively 
correlated with social problem solving scores. All scores mentioned were significant (p< 0.01). 
Avoidance was found to have a positive correlation with anxiety and a negative correlation with 
social problem solving ( p< 0.01). However while avoidance was negatively correlated with 
intimate partner violence the result was not significant (p= 0.920). As a result avoidance anxiety 
did not meet the first criteria of the hypothesis and was not tested as a mediating variable. (Please 
refer to table 3) . To test for multicollinearity, a Variance Inflation Factor(VIF) was performed in 
the linear regression. Fields (2013) suggests a VIF >10 would provide evidence that collinearity 
is affecting the regression. Table 4 shows that the variables had a VIF score of 1.2 
3.4. Mediation Analysis 
Using PROCESS, it was determined that the model’s R- squared was 0.17, suggesting the 
model has a medium effect.  
There was a significant indirect effect of anxiety on intimate partner violence through 
social problem solving, b=0.0768, BCa CI (0.0141, 0.1735). This represent a relatively small 
level of variance, k2=0.0815, 95% BCa CI (0.0387, 0.0160) See table 5. 
The results of the Sobel Test were significant on p= 0.05 level (p= 0.0491).  See table 5 for 
matrix statistics and figure one for the direct and indirect effect.  
In order to insure an outlier in ipv_log was not significantly effecting the results it was removed 
and the PROCESS test was rerun. There still was a significant indirect effect of anxiety on 
intimate partner violence through social problem solving, b=0.0694, BCa CI (0.0071, 0.1549). 
But the Sobel test was not able to meet the p= 0.05 significance  ( p= 0.0571). 
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Discussion 
4.1 Study Aim 
This study investigated the question of what role social problem solving plays in the  
relationship between attachment, and intimate partner violence. Specifically if social problem 
solving is a mediating variable which can help explain why there is a relationship between 
attachment insecurity and aggressive behavior.  
While not being a complete mediator, social problem solving was found to partially 
mediate attachment anxiety and a person’s level of IPV in a relationship. SPS was found to 
account for 9% of the variance in the model.  Attachment anxiety was not found to be 
significantly correlated with IPV . 
4.2 Main Findings  
Attachment anxiety was able meet all the criteria for the hypothesis.  
(a) attachment levels must predict a person’s IPV score ( path c’ in figure 2)  
Anxiety was positively correlated with a person’s IPV score. This cross-sectional analysis 
is consistent with previous studies (Weinfield et al 2008) in finding that as a person’s insecurity ( 
in this case anxiety) increases, there level of aggressive behavior increases as well.  
(b) attachment levels must predict a person’s SPS score (path a)  
 Anxiety was negatively correlated with a person’s SPS score. This result was also 
consistent with previous studies (Milkulinrer et al 2009)(Lopez 1997), as a person’s attachment 
anxiety increases their SPS scores will decrease. 
(c) SPS scores must predict a person’s IPV score (path b). 
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 SPS scores were negatively correlated with a person’s IPV score. Previous studies have 
also found negative correlations between how a person solves problems and their aggressive 
behavior ( Weisbrod 2000) (Ireland 2001) . 
 (d) the relationship between a person’s attachment level and IPV score  should be smaller when 
SPS is included in the model than when it is not.  
SPS was shown to have an indirect effect on the relationship between attachment anxiety 
and IPV score. When comparing the total effect (the relationship between attachment anxiety and 
IPV) of the model (see table 5) to the direct effect (the relationship between attachment anxiety 
and IPV while controlling for SPS) of the model, the direct effect is smaller.  
SPS was found to be a significant mediator not only through the indirect effect but 
through the Sobel test as well (p= 0.049), though it is important to note that when an outlier 
participant was removed from the study the results were no longer significant  (p= 0.057) 
Avoidant attachment was not found to be correlated with IPV scores. This results is 
contrary to what previous research suggests (Weinfield et al 2008) (Lopez 1997). However, Wei, 
Heppner & Mallinckrodt (2003) suggest that those who are avoidant have a main goal of 
autonomy , view others as untrustworthy and do not seek their partners during distress.  The 
mean score of avoidance was 2.8 (with a maximum score of 7) suggesting that on average most 
participants had a low avoidance score.  A few possible interpretations could be that, those who 
are avoidant do not stay in relationships for extended periods of time and cannot answer the CTS 
(which measures conflict for a year), avoidant populations could have avoided taking the study, 
or avoidant individual could exhibit behaviors that aren’t measured in the CTS.  
 
4.3. Implications 
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  Current methods of treatment for IPV largely focus on the Duluth model which focuses 
on male-female violence (Zarling, Lawrence , & Marchmen 2015). This model appears to be less 
effective for woman (Swan et al 2008). While the Duluth model utilizes male motivators for IPV 
such as control and coercion, these motivators do not appear to be as important for female 
motivation for IPV (Walley-Jean & Swan 2009). The finding of this study support the hypothesis 
that how anxiously attached women solve problems is correlated with their levels of IPV in a 
relationship. Motivational factors for intimate partner violence such as fear, and limited 
knowledge of how to express themselves (Walley-Jean & Swan 2009) can  possibly addressed 
through social problem solving therapy. While anxious individuals are more likely to utilize 
emotion focused coping strategies and believe that their partners will not be available and 
responsive (Mikulinrer et al 2009), social problem solving therapy can focus on skills that help a 
person understand, appraise, and adapt to the stress can be presented in relationship problems.  
 
4.4. Limitations  
Due to the nature of the study there are several limitations that become apparent. The 
study itself uses a cross sectional design, so we cannot make any definitive conclusions 
regarding causality. While there was enough participants to provide enough power for a medium 
effect, a larger sample size could provide more detailed information. Given that the participants 
are being pooled from one university greatly limits the generalizability of the study. The majority 
of participants (68%) described themselves as White. A broader and more diverse population 
pool could help increase the study’s generalizabilty. Diversity among sexual orientation was also 
limited. Of the participants in the study nine percent indetified as currently being with a same sex 
partner. A larger sample of same sex partner participants could help identify if there were any 
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differences in romantic interactions ( for example, is a same sex partnership may exhibit higher 
rates of physical IPV due to more balanced physical abilities of each partner) .  While flyers were 
posted around the university, the majority of recruitment was done in psychology classes further 
reducing the generalizability. Education is also a factor to consider. Students who participated 
have at least a 12th grade education and are currently enrolled in college. This not only limits the 
effects education might play in problem solving and IPV but it could reduce the diversity of 
socio-economic status as well, removing potential participants who cannot afford to attend 
college .  
Using self-reports also possess limitations. Relying on self-report measures exclusively 
leaves this study vulnerable to some unknown self-enhancing bias or distortion. There is also no 
way to verify if what the participants are saying is accurate.  Several participants reported that 
they experienced confusion in regards to some of the questions of CTS. In regards to sexual 
coercion, participants stated that they did have unprotected sex with their partner but it was 
consensual . For those who responded that way in the comments section, their sexual coercion 
score was treated as a zero.  
4.4. Future direction  
This study helped to provide a foundation that social problem solving could help explain 
the relationship between attachment anxiety and IPV. As stated in the limitations, 
generalizabiltiy was limited and could be expanded. Providing these questionnaires to the 
general population could increase the generalizability allowing for a broader range of different 
variables such as education level and socio-economic status. Identifying different cultural and 
generational influences among participant can help determine this as well.  Most of the current 
participants in the study had relatively low IPV scores, to get a better sense of social problem 
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solving’s role in attachment anxiety and individuals with high IPV scores  a vulnerable 
population ( e.g. prison population) could be studied.  
The relationship between attachment avoidance and IPV can be further studied.   While 
this current study relied on the self report  CTS to determine the relationship between attachment 
avoidance and IPV interview style of data could provide information more consistent with 
previous studies.  
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Appendix A: Tables and Figures 
Table 1 
Self-Reported Demographic Data 
 
Demo.1 Age 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 18 25 19.8 19.8 19.8 
19 15 11.9 11.9 31.7 
20 27 21.4 21.4 53.2 
21 25 19.8 19.8 73.0 
22 17 13.5 13.5 86.5 
23 8 6.3 6.3 92.9 
24 6 4.8 4.8 97.6 
25 3 2.4 2.4 100.0 
Total 126 100.0 100.0  
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Demo.2 Self-identified Race 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Asian 31 24.6 24.6 24.6 
Black 13 10.3 10.3 34.9 
Black, Hispanic/Latino(a), 
Native American 
1 .8 .8 35.7 
Black, Multiple Race, Asian 1 .8 .8 36.5 
Black, Native American 1 .8 .8 37.3 
Hispanic/Latino(a) 5 4.0 4.0 41.3 
Hispanic/Latino(a), White 1 .8 .8 42.1 
Multiple Race 4 3.2 3.2 45.2 
Other 3 2.4 2.4 47.6 
White 63 50.0 50.0 97.6 
White, Black 1 .8 .8 98.4 
White, Native American 1 .8 .8 99.2 
White, Other 1 .8 .8 100.0 
Total 126 100.0 100.0  
 
 
Demo.4  Current Relationship Status 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid no 48 38.1 38.1 38.1 
yes 78 61.9 61.9 100.0 
Total 126 100.0 100.0  
 
Demo.5 Gender of Partner 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Female 10 7.9 7.9 7.9 
Male 116 92.1 92.1 100.0 
Total 126 100.0 100.0  
 
Demo.6 Length of Relationship 
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 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 0-6 months 36 28.6 28.6 28.6 
1-2 years 30 23.8 23.8 52.4 
2+ years 35 27.8 27.8 80.2 
6-12 months 25 19.8 19.8 100.0 
Total 126 100.0 100.0  
 
 
 
 
Table 2 
Descriptive statistics 
 
Descriptives 
 Statistic Std. Error 
an_id Mean 3.64065255731
9224 
.118871311080
743 
95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean 
Lower Bound 3.40539147964
0563 
 
Upper Bound 3.87591363499
7885 
 
5% Trimmed Mean 3.63702723887
9091 
 
Median 3.75000000000
0000 
 
Variance 1.780  
Std. Deviation 1.33432715754
2291 
 
Minimum 1.00000000000
000 
 
Maximum 6.55555555555
556 
 
Range 5.55555555555
556 
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Interquartile Range 2.23611111111
111 
 
Skewness -.110 .216 
Kurtosis -.807 .428 
ipv_t_DV Mean .5432900433 .06766593661 
95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean 
Lower Bound .4093707568  
Upper Bound .6772093298  
5% Trimmed Mean .4390465502  
Median .3030303030  
Variance .577  
Std. Deviation .75954825462  
Minimum .00000000  
Maximum 5.81818182  
Range 5.81818182  
Interquartile Range .72727273  
Skewness 3.539 .216 
Kurtosis 19.067 .428 
av_id Mean 2.85141093474
4268 
.118653741254
004 
95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean 
Lower Bound 2.61658045475
5189 
 
Upper Bound 3.08624141473
3348 
 
5% Trimmed Mean 2.77929649225
9455 
 
Median 2.63888888888
8890 
 
Variance 1.774  
Std. Deviation 1.33188494229
4225 
 
Minimum 1.00000000000
000 
 
Maximum 6.77777777777
778 
 
Range 5.77777777777
778 
 
Interquartile Range 2.16666666666
666 
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Skewness .688 .216 
Kurtosis -.192 .428 
sps_t_ME Mean 13.189 .2318 
95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean 
Lower Bound 12.730  
Upper Bound 13.648  
5% Trimmed Mean 13.238  
Median 13.400  
Variance 6.768  
Std. Deviation 2.6016  
Minimum 7.0  
Maximum 19.0  
Range 12.0  
Interquartile Range 3.7  
Skewness -.292 .216 
Kurtosis -.327 .428 
ipv_log Mean -1.1718 .10728 
95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean 
Lower Bound -1.3842  
Upper Bound -.9595  
5% Trimmed Mean -1.1927  
Median -1.0412  
Variance 1.450  
Std. Deviation 1.20418  
Minimum -3.00  
Maximum 1.77  
Range 4.77  
Interquartile Range 2.02  
Skewness -.053 .216 
Kurtosis -.957 .428 
 
 
Tests of Normality 
 
Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 
Statistic Df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 
an_id .064 126 .200* .977 126 .030 
ipv_t_DV .237 126 .000 .669 126 .000 
av_id .110 126 .001 .943 126 .000 
sps_t_ME .063 126 .200* .985 126 .190 
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ipv_log .102 126 .003 .951 126 .000 
*. This is a lower bound of the true significance. 
a. Lilliefors Significance Correction 
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Table 3 
Correlations 
 
 
 
Correlations 
 ipv_log sps_t_ME an_id av_id 
ipv_log Pearson Correlation 1 -.298** .306** -.009 
Sig. (2-tailed)  .001 .001 .920 
N 126 126 126 126 
sps_t_ME Pearson Correlation -.298** 1 -.409** -.233** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .001  .000 .009 
N 126 126 126 126 
an_id Pearson Correlation .306** -.409** 1 .426** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .000  .000 
N 126 126 126 126 
av_id Pearson Correlation -.009 -.233** .426** 1 
Sig. (2-tailed) .920 .009 .000  
N 126 126 126 126 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
 
Table 4 
Regression 
 
Model Summaryb 
Model R 
R 
Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of the 
Estimate 
Change Statistics 
Durbin-
Watson 
R Square 
Change 
F 
Change df1 df2 
Sig. F 
Change 
1 .360a .129 .115 1.13273 .129 9.133 2 123 .000 1.776 
a. Predictors: (Constant), an_id, sps_t_ME 
b. Dependent Variable: ipv_log 
 
ANOVAa 
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression 23.438 2 11.719 9.133 .000b 
Residual 157.819 123 1.283   
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Total 181.257 125    
a. Dependent Variable: ipv_log 
b. Predictors: (Constant), an_id, sps_t_ME 
 
 
Coefficientsa 
Model 
Unstandardized Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
t Sig. 
Collinearity Statistics 
B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF 
1 (Constant) -.628 .747  -.840 .403   
sps_t_ME -.096 .043 -.208 -2.253 .026 .832 1.201 
an_id .199 .083 .220 2.391 .018 .832 1.201 
a. Dependent Variable: ipv_log 
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Table 5 
 
 
Run MATRIX procedure: 
 
**************** PROCESS Procedure for SPSS Release 2.13.1 ************** 
 
          Written by Andrew F. Hayes, Ph.D.       www.afhayes.com 
    Documentation available in Hayes (2013). www.guilford.com/p/hayes3 
 
************************************************************************** 
Model = 4 
    Y = ipv_log 
    X = an_id 
    M = sps_t_ME 
 
Sample size 
        126 
 
************************************************************************** 
Outcome: sps_t_ME 
 
Model Summary 
          R       R-sq        MSE          F        df1        df2          p 
      .4094      .1676     5.6795    23.4480     1.0000   124.0000      .0000 
 
Model 
              coeff         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI 
constant    16.0946      .5953    27.0352      .0000    14.9163    17.2729 
an_id        -.7981      .1648    -4.8423      .0000    -1.1244     -.4719 
 
************************************************************************** 
Outcome: ipv_log 
 
Model Summary 
          R       R-sq        MSE          F        df1        df2          p 
      .3596      .1293     1.2831     8.4204     2.0000   123.0000      .0004 
 
Model 
              coeff         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI 
constant     -.6277      .7738     -.8112      .4188    -2.1593      .9040 
sps_t_ME     -.0962      .0438    -2.1985      .0298     -.1828     -.0096 
an_id         .1990      .0878     2.2672      .0251      .0253      .3727 
 
************************** TOTAL EFFECT MODEL **************************** 
Outcome: ipv_log 
 
Model Summary 
          R       R-sq        MSE          F        df1        df2          p 
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      .3055      .0934     1.3253    11.9194     1.0000   124.0000      .0008 
 
Model 
              coeff         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI 
constant    -2.1757      .2988    -7.2820      .0000    -2.7671    -1.5844 
an_id         .2757      .0799     3.4524      .0008      .1177      .4338 
 
***************** TOTAL, DIRECT, AND INDIRECT EFFECTS ******************** 
 
Total effect of X on Y 
     Effect         SE          t          p       LLCI       ULCI 
      .2757      .0799     3.4524      .0008      .1177      .4338 
 
Direct effect of X on Y 
     Effect         SE          t          p       LLCI       ULCI 
      .1990      .0878     2.2672      .0251      .0253      .3727 
 
Indirect effect of X on Y 
             Effect    Boot SE   BootLLCI   BootULCI 
sps_t_ME      .0768      .0385      .0141      .1735 
 
Partially standardized indirect effect of X on Y 
             Effect    Boot SE   BootLLCI   BootULCI 
sps_t_ME      .0638      .0317      .0098      .1384 
 
Completely standardized indirect effect of X on Y 
             Effect    Boot SE   BootLLCI   BootULCI 
sps_t_ME      .0851      .0426      .0168      .1899 
 
Ratio of indirect to total effect of X on Y 
             Effect    Boot SE   BootLLCI   BootULCI 
sps_t_ME      .2784      .3958      .0395      .8223 
 
Ratio of indirect to direct effect of X on Y 
             Effect    Boot SE   BootLLCI   BootULCI 
sps_t_ME      .3858     3.4240      .0283     3.7818 
 
R-squared mediation effect size (R-sq_med) 
             Effect    Boot SE   BootLLCI   BootULCI 
sps_t_ME      .0529      .0281      .0113      .1259 
 
Preacher and Kelley (2011) Kappa-squared 
             Effect    Boot SE   BootLLCI   BootULCI 
sps_t_ME      .0815      .0387      .0160      .1743 
 
Normal theory tests for indirect effect 
     Effect         se          Z          p 
      .0768      .0390     1.9674      .0491 
 
******************** ANALYSIS NOTES AND WARNINGS ************************* 
 
Number of bootstrap samples for bias corrected bootstrap confidence 
intervals: 
     1000 
 
Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output: 
ATTACHMENT, PROBLEM SOLVING AND RELATIONSHIP CONFLICT 
74 
 
    95.00 
 
NOTE: All standard errors for continuous outcome models are based on the HC3 
estimator 
 
------ END MATRIX ----- 
 
 
 
Run MATRIX procedure: 
 
**************** PROCESS Procedure for SPSS Release 2.13.1 ************** 
 
          Written by Andrew F. Hayes, Ph.D.       www.afhayes.com 
    Documentation available in Hayes (2013). www.guilford.com/p/hayes3 
 
************************************************************************** 
Model = 4 
    Y = ipv_log 
    X = an_id 
    M = sps_t_ME 
 
Sample size 
        125 
 
************************************************************************** 
Outcome: sps_t_ME 
 
Model Summary 
          R       R-sq        MSE          F        df1        df2          p 
      .3917      .1534     5.6894    22.2887     1.0000   123.0000      .0000 
 
Model 
              coeff         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI 
constant    16.0086      .6272    25.5229      .0000    14.7671    17.2502 
an_id        -.7698      .1631    -4.7211      .0000    -1.0926     -.4470 
 
************************************************************************** 
Outcome: ipv_log 
 
Model Summary 
          R       R-sq        MSE          F        df1        df2          p 
      .3291      .1083     1.2611     7.4081     2.0000   122.0000      .0009 
 
Model 
              coeff         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI 
constant     -.6428      .7410     -.8675      .3874    -2.1096      .8240 
sps_t_ME     -.0902      .0425    -2.1247      .0356     -.1742     -.0062 
an_id         .1770      .0834     2.1210      .0359      .0118      .3421 
 
************************** TOTAL EFFECT MODEL **************************** 
Outcome: ipv_log 
 
Model Summary 
          R       R-sq        MSE          F        df1        df2          p 
      .2744      .0753     1.2971    10.0158     1.0000   123.0000      .0020 
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Model 
              coeff         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI 
constant    -2.0867      .2995    -6.9675      .0000    -2.6795    -1.4939 
an_id         .2464      .0779     3.1648      .0020      .0923      .4005 
 
***************** TOTAL, DIRECT, AND INDIRECT EFFECTS ******************** 
 
Total effect of X on Y 
     Effect         SE          t          p       LLCI       ULCI 
      .2464      .0779     3.1648      .0020      .0923      .4005 
 
Direct effect of X on Y 
     Effect         SE          t          p       LLCI       ULCI 
      .1770      .0834     2.1210      .0359      .0118      .3421 
 
Indirect effect of X on Y 
             Effect    Boot SE   BootLLCI   BootULCI 
sps_t_ME      .0694      .0380      .0071      .1549 
 
Partially standardized indirect effect of X on Y 
             Effect    Boot SE   BootLLCI   BootULCI 
sps_t_ME      .0589      .0323      .0061      .1308 
 
Completely standardized indirect effect of X on Y 
             Effect    Boot SE   BootLLCI   BootULCI 
sps_t_ME      .0773      .0423      .0081      .1750 
 
Ratio of indirect to total effect of X on Y 
             Effect    Boot SE   BootLLCI   BootULCI 
sps_t_ME      .2818     1.0170      .0222      .9546 
 
Ratio of indirect to direct effect of X on Y 
             Effect    Boot SE   BootLLCI   BootULCI 
sps_t_ME      .3923     5.1413     -.0463     4.3818 
 
R-squared mediation effect size (R-sq_med) 
             Effect    Boot SE   BootLLCI   BootULCI 
sps_t_ME      .0424      .0238      .0087      .1072 
 
Preacher and Kelley (2011) Kappa-squared 
             Effect    Boot SE   BootLLCI   BootULCI 
sps_t_ME      .0740      .0380      .0121      .1623 
 
Normal theory tests for indirect effect 
     Effect         se          Z          p 
      .0694      .0365     1.9024      .0571 
 
******************** ANALYSIS NOTES AND WARNINGS ************************* 
 
Number of bootstrap samples for bias corrected bootstrap confidence 
intervals: 
     1000 
 
Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output: 
    95.00 
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------ END MATRIX ----- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1  
Mediating variable diagram 
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Figure 2 
Indirect effect 
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Appendix B: Questionnaires 
DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 
 
Attachment  
(Anxiety) 
Intimate Partner Violence 
c 
Simple Relationship 
Mediated Relationship 
Social Problem  
Solving 
Attachment  
(Anxiety) 
Intimate Partner  
Violence 
a b 
c’ 
Indirect Effect 
Direct Effect 
(a : b = -0.77, p < 0.001) (b: b = -0.09, p = 0.035) 
Direct Effect: b = 0.18, p = 0.035 
Indirect Effect: b = 0.07, 95% CI [0.007, 0.155] 
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1. Age: ________________ 
 
2. Race/Ethnicity (self-defined): 
  
  Asian     Black   
 
 Hispanic/Latino(a)    White  
 
 Native American   Multiple Race 
        
 Other (please specify)  ___________________________________________________ 
 
3. Are you currently in a relationship? 
 
 Yes 
 
  No 
If you are not currently in a relationship please base your answers on your most recent relationship. 
4. What is the gender of your partner? 
 Male 
  Female 
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5. Length of time in the relationship  
 
 0-6 months    1-2 years   
 
 6-12 months    2+ years 
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The statements below concern how you feel in emotionally intimate relationships. We are interested in 
how you generally experience relationships, not just in what is happening in a current relationship. 
Respond to each statement by circling a number to indicate how much you agree or disagree with the 
statement. 
 
 QUESTION 1=Strongly Disagree….7=Strong Agree 
1. I’m afraid that I will lose my partner’s love. 1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
2. I often worry that my partner will not want to stay with 
me. 
1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
3. I often worry that my partner doesn’t really love me. 1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
4. I worry that romantic partners won’t care about me as 
much as I care about them. 
1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
5. I often wish that my partner’s feelings for me were as 
strong as my feelings as my feelings for him or her. 
1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
6. I worry a lot about my relationships . 1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
7. When my partner is out of sight. I worry that he or she 
might become interested in someone else.  
1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
8. When I show my feelings for romantic partners. I’m 
afraid they will not feel the same about me.  
1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
9. I rarely worry about my partner leaving me. 1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
10. My romantic partner makes me doubt myself. 1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
11. I do not often worry about being abandoned. 1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
12. I find that my partner(s) don’t want to get as close as I 
would like. 
1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
13. Sometimes romantic partners change their feelings 
about me for no apparent reason. 
1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
14. My desire to be very close sometimes scares people 
away. 
1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
15. I’m afraid that once a romantic partner gets to know 
me, he or she won’t like who I really am. 
1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
16. It makes me mad that I don’t get the affection and 
support I need from my partner.  
1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
17. I worry that I won’t measure up to other people. 1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
18. My partner only seems to notice me when I am angry. 1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
19. I prefer not to show a partner how I feel deep down. 1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
20. I feel comfortable sharing my private thoughts and 
feelings with my partner. 
1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
21. I find it difficult to allow myself to depend on romantic 
partners. 
1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
22. I am very comfortable being close to romantic partners. 1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
23. I don’t feel comfortable opening up to romantic 
partners.  
1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
24. I prefer not to be too close to romantic partners. 1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
25. I get uncomfortable when a romantic partner wants to 
be very close. 
1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
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26. I find it relatively easy to get close to my partner. 1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
27. It’s not difficult for me to get close to my partner. 1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
28. I usually discuss my problems and concerns with my 
partner. 
1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
29. It helps to turn to my romantic partner in times of 
need. 
1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
30. I tell my partner just about everything. 1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
31. I talk things over with my partner. 1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
32. I am nervous when partners get too close to me. 1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
33. I feel comfortable depending on romantic partners. 1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
34. I find it easy to depend on romantic partners. 1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
35. It’s easy for me to be affectionate with my partner. 1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
36. My partner really understands me and my needs.  1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
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Relationship Behaviors 
No matter how well a couple gets along, there are times when they disagree, get annoyed with the 
other person, want different things from each other, or just have spats or fights because they are in a 
bad mood, are tired, or for some other reason. Couples also have many different ways of trying to settle 
their differences . This is a list of things that might happen when you have differences. Please circle how 
many times you did each of things in the past year of your relationship If you are not currently in a 
relationship please base your answers on your most recent one. If you did not do one of these things in 
the past year of the relationship, but it happened before that , circle “7.” 
How often did this happen? 
1=Once in the past year 5=11-20 times in the past year 
2=Twice in the past year 6=More than 20 times in the past year 
3=3-5 times in the past year 7= Not in the past year, but it did happen before 
4=6-10 times in the past year 0= This has never happened 
 
 
 
1 I showed my partner I cared even though we disagreed . 1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
2 I explained my side of a disagreement to my partner. 1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
3 I insulted or swore at my partner. 1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
4 I threw something at my partner that could hurt. 1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
5 I twisted my partner’s arm or hair. 1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
6 My partner had a sprain, bruise, or small cut because of a 
fight with me. 
1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
7 I showed respect for my partner’s feelings about an issue. 1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
8 I made my partner have sex without a condom. 1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
9 I pushed or shoved my partner. 1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
10 I used force ( like hitting, holding down, or using a weapon) 
to make my partner have oral or anal sex. 
1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
11 I used a knife or gun on my partner. 1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
12 My partner passed out from being hit on the head  in a fight 
with me. 
1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
13 I called my partner fat or ugly. 1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
14 I punched or hit my partner with something that could hurt. 1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
15 I destroyed something belonging to my partner. 1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
16 My partner went to a doctor because of a fight with me. 1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
17 I choked my partner. 1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
18 I shouted or yelled at my partner. 1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
19 I slammed my partner against the wall. 1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
20 I said I was sure we could work out a problem 1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
21 My partner needed to see a doctor because of a fight with 
me, but didn’t. 
1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
22 I beat up my partner. 1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
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23 I grabbed my partner. 1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
24 I used force ( like hitting, holding down, or using a weapon) 
to make my partner have sex. 
1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
25 I stomped out of the room or house or yard during a 
disagreement. 
1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
26 I insisted on sex when my partner did not want to ( but did 
not use physical force) 
1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
27 I slapped my partner. 1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
28 My partner had a broken bone from a fight with me. 1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
29 I used threats to make my partner have oral or anal sex. 1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
30 I suggested a compromise to a disagreement. 1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
31 I burned or scalded my partner on purpose. 1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
32 I insisted my partner have oral or anal sex ( but did not use 
physical force) 
1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
33 I accused my partner of being a lousy lover. 1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
34 I did something to spite my partner. 1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
35 I threatened to hit or throw something at my partner. 1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
36 My partner still felt physical pain the next day because of a 
fight we had.  
1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
37 I kicked my partner. 1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
38 I used threats to make my partner have sex. 1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
39 I agreed to try a solution to a disagreement my partner 
suggested. 
1     2     3     4     5     6           7     0 
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SPSI-R:S 
INSTRUCTIONS: Below are some ways that you might think, feel, and act when faced with problems in 
everyday living. We are not talking about the ordinary hassles and pressures that you handle 
successfully every day. In this questionnaire, a problem is something important in your life that bothers 
you a lot, but you don’t immediately know how to make it better or stop it from bothering you so much. 
The problem could be something about yourself( your family, friends, behavior, health, or appearance),  
your relationships with other people (your family, friends, teachers, or boss), or your environment and 
the things you own (your house, car, or money). 
Please read each statement, carefully and choose one of the numbers below that best shows how much 
the statement is true of you, See yourself as you usually think, feel, and act when you are faced with 
important problems in your life these days. Circle the number that is the most true of you. For example, 
using the following rating scale (which is at the top of each page)), if you believe that the statement 
“whenever I have a problem, I believe that it can be solved” is “Very True of Me,” then you would circle 
the number “3.” 
 
0 1 2 3 4 
Not at All  
True of Me 
Slightly  
True of Me 
Moderately  
True of Me 
Very True 
Of Me 
Extremely  
True of Me 
 
1. I feel threatened and afraid when I have an important 
problem to solve. 
 
0        1         2         3         4 
2. When making decisions, I do not evaluate all my options 
carefully enough. 
 
0        1         2         3         4 
3. I Feel nervous and unsure of myself when I have an 
important decision to make. 
 
0        1         2         3         4 
4. When my first efforts to solve a problem fail, I know if I 
persist and do not give up too easily, I will be able to 
eventually find a good solution.  
 
0        1         2         3         4 
5. When I have a problem, I try to see it as a challenge, or 
opportunity to benefit in some positive way from having 
the problem. 
 
0        1         2         3         4 
6. I wait to see if a problem will resolve itself first, before 
trying to solve it myself. 
  
0        1         2         3         4 
7. When my first efforts to solve a problem fail, I get very 
frustrated. 
0        1         2         3         4 
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8. When I am faced with a difficult problem, I doubt that I 
will be able to solve it on my own no matter how hard I 
try. 
 
0        1         2         3         4 
9. Whenever I have a problem, I believe that it can be 
solved. 
 
0        1         2         3         4 
10. I go out of my way to avoid having to deal with 
problems in my life. 
 
0        1         2         3         4 
11. Difficult problems make me very upset. 
 
0        1         2         3         4 
12. When I have a decision to make , I try to predict the 
positive and negative consequences of each option. 
 
0        1         2         3         4 
13. When problems occur in my life, I like to deal with them 
as soon as possible. 
 
0        1         2         3         4 
14. When I am trying to solve a problem, I go with the first 
good idea that comes to mind. 
 
0        1         2         3         4 
15. When I am faced with a difficult problem, I believe that I 
will be able to solve it on my own if I try hard enough. 
  
0        1         2         3         4 
16. When I have a problem to solve, one of the first things I 
do is get as many facts about the problem as possible. 
  
0        1         2         3         4 
17. When a problem occurs in my life, I put off trying to 
solve it for as long as possible. 
 
0        1         2         3         4 
18. I spend more time avoiding my problems than solving 
them. 
 
0        1         2         3         4 
19. Before I try to solve a problem, I set a specific goal so 
that I know exactly what I want to accomplish. 
 
0        1         2         3         4 
20. When I have a decision to make, I do not take the time to 
consider the pros and cons of each options. 
 
0        1         2         3         4 
21. After carrying out a solution to a problem, I try to 
evaluate as carefully as possible how much the situation 
has changed for the better. 
  
 
0        1         2         3         4 
22. I put off solving problems until it is too late to do 0        1         2         3         4 
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anything about them. 
 
23. When I am trying to solve a problem, I think of as many 
options as possible unit I cannot come up with any more 
ideas. 
 
0        1         2         3         4 
24. When making decisions, I go with my “gut feeling” 
without thinking too much about the consequences of 
each option. 
 
0        1         2         3         4 
25. I am too impulsive when it comes to making decisions. 0        1         2         3         4 
 
Please be sure that you completed all 25 questions. 
Thank you! 
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Research Title:  
Attachment, problem solving, and their role in relationship conflicts for women 
Research Objectives: 
The purpose of this study is to better understand the interaction between a person’s 
feelings towards their romantic partner, their problem solving abilities, and the amount 
of conflict in their relationship. 
If you would like to participate, you will be asked to answer some basic demographic 
questions as well as complete several questionnaires about how you solve every day 
problems. Participation should only last you 30-40 minutes and will be completed online 
through Sona.  
Information for Research Subjects Eligibility: 
Undergraduates  women at Drexel University who are fluent in English, between the 
ages of 18-25 and have had a romantic  in the last 4 years are invited to participate. 
Remuneration: 
To compensate you for your time and effort, you will receive two credits on SONA.  Your 
name will also be placed in a lottery for a chance to win one of three $50 Amazon gift 
cards. 
* This research is approved by the Institutional Review Board. * 
If you are interested in participating in this study,  
please visit the SONA Website at: https://phillypsych.sona-systems.com. 
If you have any questions or concerns, please contact, 
Patrick Bennett at drexelresearch2015@gmail.com 
 
This research is conducted by a researcher who is a member of Drexel University. 
ATTACHMENT, PROBLEM SOLVING AND RELATIONSHIP CONFLICT 
89 
 
As part of this research study, you will be asked about your basic demographic information, your 
ability to solve problems, your feelings of attachment to your romantic partner, and about any 
conflicts you and your partner had in the last 6 months. While we don’t anticipate any risks 
associated with participation; in the event that some distress has occurred, you may, at any time, 
stop filling out the questionnaires without any negative effects from the investigators. The Drexel 
Counseling Centers are listed here as a resource if any distress does occur. The Counseling 
Center has two locations for your convenience: 
University City Campus 
201 Creese Student Center 
3210 Chestnut St. 
Philadelphia PA 19104 
Tel: 215.895.1415 
Fax: 215.571.3518 
Center City Campus 
Bellet Building, Suite 315 
1505 Race St. 
Philadelphia PA 19102 
Tel: 215.762.7625 
Fax: 215.762.8706. 
Your information will be kept confidential and only  accessed by trained and approved study personnel. 
An ID number will be assigned to you once you begin the study, your name will not be associated to any 
of your responses. At any point, you are welcome to withdraw from the study if your chose. There will 
be no penalty to you.  Once withdrawn from the study, the research team and your professor will have 
no record of your participation and withdrawal. However, extra credit can only be given upon the 
completion of the entire survey.  
In order to allow your efforts to reflect your true and meaningful responses, please complete this survey 
when you have 30-40 minutes of your time with no distractions. You will not be able to pause your work 
and come back at a later time without your answers being lost. If you find that you are unable to 
complete the survey at the current time, you are welcome to withdraw from the study and sign up again 
at a later time.  
1. Do you understand the above information? 
yes
 
no
 
2. Based on the above information, do you agree to participate in this study? 
 
yes
 
 
no
 
